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" Good evening.

let's take a journey, a journey of discovering a rew gtage of cognition. It is noc
- anywhere as casy tu recognize a new stage, @ new way, of knowing, as it 18 to recoghize a

forz of revolt, and that is especially true in relztionship to the youth — and somehow

they never stop revolting! And at this particular mocent, if there's anything that's really
haunting capitalism, A resl spectre haunting all of capitalism throughout Europe and Africa

and- everything -~ 4t's Paris 19€8. Not because Paris 1968 cucceedad -~ unfortunataly it :
didn't ~-- but it was go y cicse to b being a near-revolution, that they now see Soweto, and they 2
see CIF¥Y, and they see thne London occuparions -- and not only a genmeral ocecupation, but 3
‘the fast that on the whola it's really the Third World students who are leading it. And in
. Breece. ind 1n Turkey. And it's endless. And who would think that just because Portugal
‘ fisn t menticned this timo, that that's exactly what the capitalists don't fear -~ because
. aven though tney aucceeded in gtopping the Portuguese revoluticn, they have not destroved

e, aad they are acarcd. to death thet it will reawaken, as it 1s sure to do.

Now it 15 ‘true that the main fault of why we don't recogni?e a new stage of cognition,
ang work it out, ls due te intellectual laziness, but it's not only that. Because the truch
that a3’ much as we.'zre eathused over the new forms of revolt, practice by itself, like
theory by. itself, iz one-sided -~ and it's only the unity of: the two that would mean that
enl; have a revoit, kut a successful uprooting of everything that is old. So thar
even- thoagh-Wwa blaweé the fitellectuals mainly —~ and they have a lot of trouble, and T will
£how.'you ‘some or the trouble -- it isn't true that therefore you say, -The proletariat and
everythiug ir does ‘will make . it, .or the Wemen's Liberation and everything it does, or the-
lacks who are the vanguard ~-it isn't true that they are going to succeed if they do it
tnout a naw philsophy of revolution.
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i Naw when we call the intellectuals Mlazy", it doesn't mean that they sit in academic
.chairs. that's not at all what wa mean -- cause some of these intellectuals are so damn
busy that they promptly become leaders to mislead; so by laziness we don't mean that they
“don't du anything. We mean that they don't do what they ghould be doing -— and it's a very
difficult task.. For example, we say we gust have the unitx of both the movement from prac-
tice and the movement from theory; now even if you recognize that movement from practice
that's 1itself a form of th: thecry -- not many intellectuals recognize that movement from prac-
tice, but even if you do -- yaur work first begins, it doesn't end, by saying, '"Oh well,
"now I'm the thecreticlan and you're the proletsrizt, and let's get together.' Because you
have to recreate the dialectic for your own age, for your own period, for trying to make
the revolution be, and not just slip by. It's not easy either; this is really hard labor.
¥hat Hegel called "seriousness, suffering, patience, and labor of the v»garive" first beging
after you have recognized the movement from practice, and rscognized your own one-sidedness
in theory, and tried to recreate the dialectic.

And see how rare are ages of new revolutions. Strictly speaking. that comes abouc
once a century -- and nobody lives a century! MNow what is our age? By our age 1 mean the
age of revoluticans chat began with the Industrial Revolution, the iAmerfcan Revolutfon, the
French, the intellecctual, the social -- everything was radone between 1776,1789, and 1807
when the Phenoxenology of Hegel was published. Now you have Hegel for the early 19th, cen-
tury; and you have Marx for the mid-1%th. century and into the 20th. -- because even though
Ry it was Lenin and not Marx that wade the Russian Rewvclution, 1917 was that recreation of what
o was astablished with Marx's new continent of thought, So it isn't that it's easy, it's very

. rare thar it happens, a whole philosnphy of revolution; and even the spin—otf that is the =
theory for ‘this particular period, isn'ct very easy. So you have td seé one other thing that
i5 neceasary, and that is that in addition to practice, in addition to theory, you must
realize your break with all other theoreticians and all other movements, to start something
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rew. And yet thaet break which ig so decisive that it is & break, has to be in a continuum
with the higtoric staget that is yau cannot start just by saying, "Well, -all the others
wera urong and therefore we don't need them" -~ 'cause they may very well not have been
wrong, and especially not for their age. In other words, it's every bit as wrong not to
recognize practice, not to recognize theory, or to think with this Paris 'G8 vouthvwe're
g0 proud of -~ but’ they didn't make it - that » you can catch theory en route; you g2n 't.
Theory is every bit as hard labor as any other kind.

‘ Now when you see all of these factors involved in thiy journey of discovering a
new stage of cognition -- that nevertheless must be within the continuum of these 200
years since the induastrial and political and social revelutfons -- you would have to sce
‘it always from the point of view of toda ’ so we also have to add todayness to all the
other problems. Now I believe that what we're trying to do in posing the question of a
single dialectic process in thought and in actior -~ and the stress is on the word pesing,
becauge 1f you really had recognition that there's a single dialactical process of develop-
- ment thr ough contradiction, in theory and in actiom, then you would have the revolution,
© you wouldn't be tslkiqg about 1t —~— so that the posing of the question iy in order to_see
;. whet has baen actrieved thus far, and T will try and divide my presentarion in four parts:
T The fTirat is "The Science of the Experiences of Consciousness” ~- that's what Hegel
“calléd his philosophy -~ “The Science of the Experiences of Conaclousmess" — that's -the
.;Phdnomanologz a8 Hegal developed it In 1807, ag Marx saw it when he broke, but coatinued
ir the: tradition of the dialectic. and as 1t appears to us today -- even though we will -
ba; 11::1e on today, and will stop with Gramsei in Italy {n 1931, and just the beginning
in 19;3.- (By today I’ always mean 1853-56, 1973-76; in_ othar _words the two decades since
yau hsve the baginnings of the East Eurapean *evolts beginning of the African revolu-
.:icns, “and aill the new stages that we have ad in th se two “decades when we fried to “up~

“foot_society, &ad it's still with uwa.)

111 The. second part will be "Tie Scisnce of Logic" -- (Incidenta_;}, in case anyone. thinks
. acience" means “scientific"”, or the way scieuce is understond in a general sense, it
isn't In philosophy; in philosophy it means a complete, total view. For example, "The
Sclence of -the Experiences of Consciousness' iy a comprehensive view of 2500 years that
"Hegel had summed up in his dialectical philosophy.) Now we azlways counect it with some-
thiqg on the current scene, so the seccnd part is "The Belence of Logic; with Lenin's
break with his own philosophic past, 1914-17, the return to Hegel in that period." And
that will carry us through as to what is the posivicn. for us in che period of these two
decades.

III The third part will be "Absolute Idea”, but I'm dividing "Absoluta idea as new begin-
ning", which 13 our contribution to our .age,_into tqd\ and instead of considering the
Sel‘~ThiﬂEIﬁ§“Tﬁpa, which, 1s.what Absolute Idea is, fogether with Absolute Idea, I'm divi-
diag if. So the third part will be "Self-Thinking Idea vs. AllL Retrogression, Deviatiom,
and Intellectualism " -- during the same period. "All" meaning those who made any sort of
cleim towards Marxism -- whether it was Mao, or Trotsky, or Sartce as an outsider looking
in, or Adornc, and so forth -- all that has appeared that's new in our age, and they
thought they were independent, and they dido't make it.

IV The fourth part, tharefore, the final parc, I'm calling "Praxis". This is going to be
the activity that Marx was talking about, human activity that's both mental and manual,
so I say, "Praxis: Hegel's Absolute Idea as new beginning, Marx's new centinent cf theughe,
historical materialism, and Our Two Decadas" -- this time not just by referring to today,
but. zoctuslly takirng up what has happened, and what is our task.

I Science of the Experiences of Consciousness: the Phenomenology as Hegel articulated
it, as Marx and Gramscl in 1931 saw it.

Now when we come to the very first part of the "3cience of the Experiences of

Consciousness”, we have to realize that what Hegel was doing was breaking with thz vari-
ous philosophies that had appeared up to that time, The new f{n Hegel was the fact that
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he was vecy dissatisfied: Here was the great French Revolution that had occurred, that
had. overthrewn the monarchy of France and was also trying to create the revolution
© - fox the rest of Europe to get rid of feudalism -- and the philesophers were doing ex-
actly nothing! they weren't creating any sort cf new categories. Soc it's the brezk
from thar. Now Hegel begins with three etages of consciausness: Consciousness == Just
the idea that you're a human, the world is something opposite, and you're not very .
happy 'cause there's this opposition. Then Self-Consciousness -- now Self-Consclcous—
negs does not megn what it mesns In ordinary language, that you're embarrasad -— Self-
Conscaiouvaness means social consciousness. You suddenly realize that, yes, you're un-
happy with the world -- but, there are an.awful lot of other people unhappy with the
world, In other words, it‘s, the recognition of gocial consciousness. The height of it
is the fight between lordship and bondage, and the sudden discovery, that not only is
the lord a horror, and you Just have to do whatever he tells you toe do, you're the
serf —- but by gnlly you've got a mind of your own and you don't like any of his ideas
at alll So it's the gaining of a mind of your own ~-- whether it leads you at thar parti-
cular moment to being agaimet the Lord and mastar, oz whether it mzkes you unhsppy with
“what you just got through difewwering, or whether it's a recreating, but it's not what.
Syou really wanted, it's the Unhappy Consciousness. So you have the Stolcism, which peo-
‘ple think:is so great —— you take everything that's given to you -- but so far as
'.__Hegel is concerned Stolcism means that vou're a slave! It has appeared In the stage .
when " Rome conquered Grueﬁe, and the Greek philosophers. insLead of trving to overthrow b -
: tlie' Romans were ' saying, “Well, veally, it's all great anyway®, in othesx worda, trying
. ‘to-take 'it, "I'm a free man even though I'm a alave.“ Well Hegel doesn't have very
"mmch to do with that. ‘ 3

-

L Now you coue to the thicd stage whic h is Reagon. You have now ot only gained
" a wind of your own, as a serf, and fought against the lord, but you have created
‘something new, in .other words we are in a naw stage of production, a new stage of
. sceial relaticne —- capitaliem ingtesd of feudalism. You would think therefore that
co now. in Reason you're all happy ever afterwards; that however is really only first the’
" v beginnlag and retelling in Hegel's mind of the davelopment of thought frem the begin-
R ning ef philosophy, 500.B.C. in Greece; to the French Revolution. Now Now_instead of be-
“ing happy 'in Reason ~- (and this 1s the most difficult part of all, and I don"€ think
-Spirit. In other words, you not now only have _an 4 Aliena:ed Saul.’the serf who didn' £
want..to be a gerf, you have alienation with this high stage .cf_Spirit, in other words
.fresdqm.-why is it that what you.have. Just created in this new state isn'L really 1t?
“fhe_Enlightenment for.example. that has done away with superstition and so forth,
yet suddenly finds that ~- well, it _.isn’t all that good, because now you have néw "
troubles. Hegel ‘said, You have ‘brought all you household goods into the house of Faith,
and 50 now ot oniy auperstition is no good, but belief is likewise questiofiéd.” You
have’ everjching even to the Abzolute Freedom with the Fremch Revolution, which ends
somehow 1n Absolute Terror —- and Hegel's saying that not only as a reactionary or
bourgeois against the guillotine, that was my first {impression, "0Oh well now Hegel
really shows himself as the bourgeois that he 1s" -- No. It was the idea that instead
of _what we .call, since Lenin's day, the population to a man, womau, and child running
production and the state, that just a tiny . 1ittle faction, one tiny little group,
was in charge, in other words, we see that actually in rzereation and the new. So
you see this movement, where you are suddenly an Alienated Spirit wirh the Enlighten-
: ment, with the Fremch Revolution, with all the great things you have achieved -- and
: that makes Hegel dispatch all of the 5 stages and go to Absolute Knowledge. Now that's
: where Marx broke, but we will be critical both of Marx and of Yegel.

So let's take up first of all, what is it, and why 1s it sc relevant to our
age, and why was it sc relemant to che age of, say, the Great Depression in the '30s,

when the French first began studying and being excited by the Phenomenology of Mind -~ - .
and in fact in the peried when they were fighting the Qccupatlon they were maybe

ever more excited by it, and that was the beginnings,the whole birth of Existentialism
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in the post—war world, New, even earlier, look liow sariously real revolutionmaries
=.;_ank the dialectic. 1'm now talking about Gramsci, who in 1931 was considering such a
"simple" thing like the fact that Bukharin happened to be in London addressing the
International Congress of the History of Sclence and Technology -- (and they use “sci-
ence” not in. the sense .of totslity,but as, sclence and technology will do it all, not
the masses will do 1t, but sclence and technology.) So Bukharin's geing to explain wmat-
erialism ag against this petty-bourgeois idealism and science, and he gives this talk
"in London. (Stalin had let him out at that particular moment.) Now, here is Gramsel,
.in prison, {u Italy, (the fascists had put him ip prison) -~ and they're both supposed
to be Communists, right, Grausci and Bukharin? You would think that he's very happy
that here is Bukharin telling the bourgsoisie off, at least ideologically. But in fact
‘=~ well, first of all consider all the trouble Gramsci had to go through tc get a cony
of the talk. In that prison -- Mussolinl was very famous for his castor. oil treatments,
- and Gramscl was very sick in addition to everything else, you couldn't mention all the
. 8lcknesses he had. Nevertheless he demands that his wife who's on the outside, or his-
~daughter, or somebody get ahold of that talk in London and send it to him. And they
-dand it to him, and T will tell you what he writes in his Prison Notehooks. (And I
‘want: to call you attention to the fact that even though he wrote this in 1931, I felt
_.1it'wag so appropriate tc what we are now considering that's new in the Communist par-
tiea, the Euro~Communism ~- in other words, they are very flirtatious with capitalism
"=~~ that I felt it was worth mentioning in the Political-Philosophic Letter #3-4 on
+the European Communist Parties.)The part that I'm interested in here is Gramsci's "Crit-
ical ‘Notes-on an Attempt-at a Popular Presentation of Marxism by Bukharin' -~ and this
.8 bn.n about the - London“talk and about Bukharin's book, Historical Materialism. The
;:'Critical Notes ,.." focuses on the fact that in Bukharinis work "there is no treat-
-ment whatever of the dislectic ... which is degraded from being 2 doctrine of con=’
‘ sciausness and the funer substance of history and the science of policics, into being
L . sub-spncles of formal logic and elementary scholasticism" -~ (as if - it's a thing of
T wou saving. you ‘think so-and-so0, and I think so-and-so, the other ene thinks so—and-
"80 == instead of seeing the movement of history.) "He in fact capitulates before com-
__mcn sense and vulgsr thought .... Marxism is precisely the concrete historicisation of
" philognphy - and its identification with history." Then he tells you that the sectinn
in Bukharin should be read in full —- and believa me, you better read that ecritique of
’ Gramﬁci s at the samc time.

Now you tuke a man like Lukacs, whc is both a revolutionary, a Marxist —— in
. fact he capitulated to Stalinizm most of his life -- and a great philosopher. Now, ev-
‘ery ‘Marxist has been very quick to recognize ~— since Marx has said ft -- that all of
the greatness of Hegel's philosophy and revolutionary dialectics of liberacion begins
in, develops at its fullest --— that is, in though#, nuvt in the actual revolution --
in Hegel's PhenomenOIOhy of Mind. If you have ever worked with the Phenomenology —-
look, there's edght pages, just the table of contents. Okay. Marx made out of it, and
I'm sure thai Hegel did, four sections, four chief parts: Consciousness; Self-Conscious-
" ‘ness; Rﬂason' Spirit, which .includes Art and Religion, as sub-sections; and Absolute
Knowledge. Now comes Lukacs; and you know these erudite people, eruditionists really
want to go off the dzep end ~-- and they always cover their flanks besides! So Lukacs,
when he mentions scmething, says, "Well, for our purpcses." So you can't really argue
with him; supposedly he saw everything else but he is only concerned with such and such
developmen:. But in Fact "for our purposes" hides the fact that he is doing what?
Consciousness, Self—Consciousnes, Reason, everybody recognizes. But in Spirit, Alien~
-ated Spirit.he racognizes 'cause he's trying to develop it, but then he takes up and
hides Absolute Knowladge, as part of Spivit, so you have not Absolute Knowledge as a
geparate category but Absolute Knovledge along with Religion -- and it just dvesn't

happen to be true,

How, whetlier you're considering the first stage, as Hegel developed it in the
French Revolution, the point of the matter was, that the form of revelt, wasn't only
the French Revolution, right? You didn't pay any attention, because it was supposed
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to be for freedom —— and they cexvtainly got rid ef feudalism end what not. But did
_.anybody think about the slaves in Haiti? No sir, they didnft! Okay. There was Tous-
saint L' Ouverture, and he said, "It belongste me: if you're out for freedom -~ wailt
a minuze, I'm around here, and I'm not going to let you or belizve in you to bring my
freedom, I will do it myself." So there is the very great first colonial revolution,
and moreover i1t's a successful one, not just one that gets beaten dowm by the counter~
-revolution. Sc at each stage you have the incompletion that. you can see by the fact
of what the masses are aaying w-_gnd that's _why the masses are go great, because' thay're
tné ones that will tell you, li you're talking about freddom, it'sjust an abstraztion -
£ I'm not free you haven't tedlly dome L{t. Now at that time, inscfar as Marx was
' ccnretned he wasn't yvet conscious of the fact of the Black Revolution, as he hecame
. .7 conacfous of it and made it very pivotal to himself as he fought in the Civil War in
" ' the United S:acan; But vhat he wag conscious of, and knew very well, was that this
freedon wasn't total, ir only brought a2 different stage, from serfdom to wage slavery
~- maybe thet was better -- but it did not frae awful great parts of the world, parti-
culnrly the Third Wou ld

I wa when Marx gata mad at Hegel, ané the Absolute Knowledge he gets mad because
he gayss; You hove culy corsidered development of thought -- “the self—determination
in which’ alo1e the Tdes’ is,is to hear itself speak" -— and yes, you've been very great,
25007 years 33 a very. gteat extent -- but nowhere way a human being around. So there-
ore ‘when you go iato Absoiute Knnwledgc, it is your escape from reality, its your
way of xeally: -going back to religior, without calling it rellgion. (because now the
Enlightenmnnt has come, ‘and that will be the end of superstititon, it has showm you
qmgthing glse.) Now it isn't quite true, what Marx says of Hegel, but this is the
ecessttz for that break in order for Marx to discover what is the real, material .
foundation fur the next stage of development. And it is very peculiax always at which
point you ‘stop and you Bay, "Ilm- through with you, you haven't really done'it,you’ve
silluednated certain aspects but not the whole.™ Now we have seen-for example Gramaci,
, Who, is in priuwon, and he is trying-to show you that a vulgar materialism isn't the
i answer, .that there'is semathing very important in the dialectics of thought that Hegel

has brought out, because it actually f1luminates great parts of the critique like
‘Marx has shown =~ but st that time no one did kmow the early essays of Marx, where

- he said that Unhappy Conscilousness, and Soclal Consciousness, and all the other alién-
ated forms of Conscilousness, are that many foras of critigue of actual stages, in
othex. wordy of law, of religion, of actual movement; what you see in the movement of
-.these developments of thought, is the actual movement of history, but it's in a very

" alienated form. In other words, Marx is opposed to the dehumanization of the Idea ——

- tha Consciousness, Self-Consclousness, Reason -- as if the ideas could resally travel
over there, and you don't have to have people who think ideas, you only have to have
ideas., (And 1if you're a philosopher, you've got lots of them, and so forth, so you
won't get there.) But, as against Gramsei, when it comes to the French In the same
period of the “30s, they are very much in love with the Phenomenology, and especially
the Unhappy Consclousness -- there are probably thousands of books written ont the Un-
‘happy Consciousness, including Marcuse who has now conguered the Unhappy Conscioudness,
or at least he's talking about "The Conguest of the Unhappy Consclousness” by the peo-
ple who are the leadership, you know, the imperialists end so forth. Why were the
French so attracted to the Phenomenologx’ It was exactly because of historical mater-
ialism; in other words, ian't life horrible? This is tha Deprescion. Now it's true
that they thought fascism wasn't going to come to France -- but you were pretty dam
unhappy during the period. So when they get tec learn about the various stages of con-
sciousness, parcticular’v the Unhappy Consciousness, everybody -- Sartre, and Hypoilite

. e -- they think it's as if they can go directly from that to some sort of a new phileso-
v B phy that supposedly would answer the question, without going through what Marx had

4 developed.

Now actually what Hegel is doing in the Absglute Knowladge is this:'Well, we
have gone thtough all these forms of consclousness. I didn't, so to speak, reveal it
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to you before, but we have gone through this by the dialectic methed which is secoad
Jaggarivity; thsat is, in first negativity you destroy what is, but now it isnu't enough
to destroy what is, you have to create something new, So the dual rhythm of revolution,
the destruction of something old, the creation of sowething new, that dual rhythm as

I showed 1t to you in thought" -- (it was actuzlly in life) -- "is what will ereate

"a 16w basis, the second negativity will create a new basis, a new form for the new

stage." Now Hegel is so thrilled wich this new form, even though he has just declared
it to ba Absolute Terror, and so forth, that he saye, "Time" -~ you know, {ts supposed
to be "eternal time™..— "is history”. Now its true that he calls history contingency:
he isn't going to stop at just history, he's going to go further. But the point Is
that 1t immediately does something. So you see that there has been a development of

' actual humanity and nct net just of theught in this history. And when he comeas tc Spiric, .

_you're supposed to be at the height, yes? Absolute Spirit, you're reaching it uow:

for heavens sake, it meets its Golgotha! In other words, it's crucified. So he fin-
ighes up with the Absolute Spirit by the crucifixion, Now he speaks about it in such
sn sbsolute optimistic tone, and thinks forward to infinfity, but the truth of the mat-
ter 1s, where he thinks forth , to infinity over there -~ that's his infinicy, as man,
as philosopher ~- and 1t's already a new state, and don't think that che religious
veople didn't immediately recognize that and call hir an-atheist.But when Marx eriti-

VE;zesvﬂegel and says, "When human beings will answer this, what will come cut of their
* strugglea?-and what they will think will be very different, and we won't have to go

in this’ alienated way to gce something“ ~= he craates what? A very new continenc of

o tuousbt._‘ ITRN : . ) : '

i

Now you know, we as Marxiut-Humaniets have always bzen very proud of the
“fact shat Murx, in plaze of either idealism or materialism -- vulgar materialisu,
vulgar commynism, that did descroy private propprty, but thought that all 1ills'were

. hicw 2nded; with the destruction of property -- Marx suid, "Ho, neither materialism
nor 1dealiam but the wnity of the two, the new Humanism, Communism is only.a stage
“"te thiz naw Humaaism, and 1t's not the final form,™ He says that in "Private Property
and Communism”, What T want.to show you today is that his greatest and more total
form, which directly relates back again to the Hegelian dialectic, is the way he eu-
vresses -this same thought, on a higher level,in the "Critique of the Hegelian Dialec-
t16." In'the process, you see, of denying Hegel's Absolute, saying you have forgotten
the humanity that is enslaved -~ you have alsc dehumanized not only humanity but the.

".1deas! And when does Marx begin saying, this new man, this new woman, this new idea?

Right whep he ‘talks about this little tiny word, second negativity. "Communiswm, as

. 'trgnscendenée of private property, is the vindication of actual human living as its
. own property, which fs the becoming of practical Humanism .... and communism is human-
. ism mediated by the transcendance of private property." -- Okay, we got rid of pri-

vate preperty. Now, says Marx —- "Only by a transcendence of this medliation, which

18 nevertheless a necessary presupposition, does there arise positive Humanism, be-
ginning from itself." In other words, whereas before he merely denied that Communism
was the new stagz, the new form of totally new human relations, now he is saying that
that's only the first stage, the positive Humanism beginning from itself. And when

he gets ro be themacture Marx, he says the same thing, in 2 way that we would recog-

" nize bettev ~-~ "Human power is its own end". That's not a means to something else;

when you have the human power, that's when you'll have a new soclety and never- befere,
and the new revolutions aren't going to help you., So ha arrives at this new continent
of thought precisely when he identifies with two things in Hegel: the dialectic a5 the
actual devalopment of history, even though its exprassed only in thought; and trans-
cendence whirn is not a religious term, it doesn't get you up there, transrendence
is an objective movement, which when there is a real revolution will get you to trcns-
cend, as an objactive moveuent -~ the actual overthrow and the creation of the new -—
and that new would only be truly new if its beginning from itself.
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‘. mapy - you may think it's the same, but when you have 10,000 pecple instead of one

: How, we huve seen that in the '30s, the French felt so much in the ?henomen clogy.
(Actually, the new translation wasn't publeshed t11l '47, but they all began it in
the '30s.} Now what does Hegel do? (I'm not going to go into the development of Marx's'

- whole new continent of thought until the very end; I” just want to develop™ what Hegel
does.) So lat's now take up the Sciance of Logic. Now Hegel himself was overwhelmed e
by what he had done in the Phenomenclogy. In fact, he didn't lmow he was going to do it,
it wes only supposed to be an introduction to what was gcing to be the new philosophy,
the new logic, and so foxzth, This "introduccion" became over 800 pages, and was a
whole philogsophy of history! He actually had the outline for only " what I call the
‘firat part, Consciousmess, Self-Consciousness, Reason, but then he went on, and on,
&nd-on, and on -~ and some stupid pecple say, '"He reslly didn't know what he was doing,
it was a xeal Bacchanalian revelry of thought" — he caught the whole historic movement
from 500 B.C. through tha Franchk Revolutionl Yes, he dide't see Toussaiat L'Ouverture,

i, but he saw plonty uap to that point. Ckay. Now he himself is catching himself, he's
saying, "Wall, now I'd better get down and catch my breath, and have real philosophiz

categories that I recognize, never mind all this Counsciousness and various things."

“So he comes down to the Science of Logic, Now this is very peculiar, He begins again
where everybody else beging: Being -~ whether you consider it as the Absolute Being ,
‘jast the humaz being, or Just Being ae a thing. Nothing. Becoming. Now all of his
hiszggx_gpuld beqinau dn this little word,Becoming,it's alyays an ever-~new pProcess of

. beconing. But-he spends is three -ittle paragraphs on that, and .you lmow what he goes
into- for:the nexr 125 pages? After three paragraphs? A polemical movement. He's going
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to gat: 1t awainst all other philoaophers. Cae hundred twenty-five nages after three
:little paragraphs Iu otner words, the polemical movement, the break , with philoso-
' phy ‘iz every Uit -ae important.as what the content is. In fact, insofar as the first

: Doctrine of Being 15, I wonld say 1it's more important,

: The Scienre of Lo gic has three books: Doctrine of Being, Noctrine of Essence,

and Doctrine of the Notion. In the Doctrine of Being, the first three moat important
. categories arc-Quality, Quantity, Measure. In other words, the three first things:

that something is, it has a quality; and then, there is & difference when there is

person, it's a very different situation; sc from the Quantity, the quantification of
the Quality, that leads you to Measure, in cther words, the meagure of all things.
Whatever you finally consider the Measure, you're ready to go into, This is not really
"the appearance of things, this is the Essence. And in the Essence, you get the Iden-
tity, which 13 really equivalent to just bourgeois thought (maybe he just ..considered
it early bourgeois thought or something, because he himself was bourgeois); the Dif-
ference,you begin arguing with other people and other aspirations; and the Contradic-
tion -~ everything is a contradicticn, everything is o duality, everything has the

" ‘opposite within igself, But it is not in the Esgence to just counterpose, This is only
phenomena, this 1s only Being; this 1is ithe real thing, the Esvence. These two have to
be jammed up against each other, and you will have something entirely different when
vou have a new unity of Appearance and Essence, of Being, and so forth, and that new
unity 1is the Doctrine of the Notion, which we would consider as the subjective and
_objective ways to get to actual freeadom,

Now, what happens the minute you reach a new situation? I have spoken to phil-
oaophers a lot -~ that is, not a lot, only when they want,"Let's see what a crazy Marx-
ist has to say" -~ and I will read you something I have said to them. The question
alwuys was that I forced, zuprosedly, the following: For example, I happen to have
brought a relationship, which I sald was not accidental, between Hegel and Nat Turner's
revolt, Even though it was accidental that Hegel died in 1831, by the plague, and Nat
Turner had his revolt 1in 1831, I said, Well, you may think it's forced, because it's
a cinch they didn’t know about each other, it's a cinch Nat Turner didn't know abouc
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w.any white man, much less somebody living in Germany and a philosopher. And Hegel cer-
toinly wouldn't be interested in Nat Turner's revolt, evan if he had remained to
live und record it, BUT -- the Essence and the Notion is, that they did know each
other, there wes.this intercommunication between the ages, because what stimulates
and makes relevant Hegel for our day, and for Marx's day, and why Marx couldn't do
without Hegel -- was FREEDOM. Msrx said, It's true hie limited it to thought, but Hegel
sald, "Nothing is worth being called an Idea that isn't Freedom," -- Forget it; 1f it's
not about Freedom, it's not an Idea. Right? And when Nat Turner was brought up, just
before iie was hung, they were accusing him not only of having led hig revolt, but some
other revoits that were also occurring. And he said, No, he didn't lead those, he
doesn't know about them. And of course the white man looks and says, "This slave is a
liar." And Nat Turner says, "I see you look at me as if you don't believe ma, BUT:
don't you think that freedem 1s so strong a force, that if I was willing to die for
~ ik, that loty of other alaves are williag also? You think that when you hang we, that's
going to be the end of 1t? No." So you see, it 1s the idea of freedom , of wenting to
give up your iife to have this freedem, and the fact that the greatest pinilesopher
_of the bourgeoisle recognized that, even if it was only in the French Revolution, or
;" only in his own thought -- that shows that there is this connection, and that's ex-
‘. -actly what concretely makes Hegel come alive, with the dialectic methodology, with the
'dgvelopment through contradiction, in every stage of crisis.

R ‘Now, when you go .from the fact of the essences, and you see the contradictions,
-aad you say, Yo, it's not just benind, but we have this new, the Doctrine of the Notion,
“ the concept' Fhat are we finaliy going to do with unifing, or how are we going to unite
,itheory and practice, where are these varlous elements? and you are back again to the
g fact of- Unlversal, Particular, Individual ~- the three major categories of the Doctrine
,;of the Noticn, Whether Universal is to you sociallsm, or freedom in general, or Black
;= .it doesn't make any difference. You set your goal: that's your Universal. The Part-
'icular ig the forn the Uaiversal takes at that specific historle stage; and the Indiv-
,idual 18 when it really lLecomes concrete and you see that {reedom really does wuean
vou. There is no freedom .if you, the indlvidual, are not free. Now, this movement,

. on the Doctrine of the Notion —- there is something very very fantastic, because here, .
-~ {Juet like he takss 125 pages after the first three paragraphs of the Doctrine of Being),
.just before Hegel leaves Essence, and goes into Notion, he shows you that Kant stopped
"dedad. And he doesn't know hows such a great man, a philosopher, can :stop dead at that
particular point, Okay. I will take up that in a minute; I'll read you what Hegel said.
But I want to go off to Lenin before, because when I will read you what Hegel says a-
gainst Nant, I will add, "and so did Trvotsky and Luxemburg stop dead ' —- though they
were great revolutionaries, and for very cpposite reasons. What is it at that point
whera you do recognize that there is a Unive:sal and there 1s a Particular, and you

wart to make 1t concrete, and yet you don t jam them up, and you don't have a new
self-developing Subject,.you haven't named who are your forces of revolution “and
the Reason that will create rhis new state, and this new world.

Okay. The recasen I want to go off to Lenin is to show you that heretofore —-
heretofore, I['m talking about 1914 --all good Marxists kneaw that Marx came from Hegel,
but thay dfdn't bocher to read Hegel; after all, didn't Marx break from hik, so what's
the point of that? And thev knew the class struggle, and they weren't talking about
guch nonsense es Consclcousness, Self-Consclousness, Reason, they were talking about
labor, and capital, and wars and revolutions and class struggles and strikes. So why
pay attention to Hegel? He was already, so to speak, translated into buman form. So

. what happens in 19147 All your comrades, your dearest comrades, who were always talking
about wars and revolutions and —- "Let the bourgeocisie dare to declare war —-= " —-
they all capitulate.The whole Second Intetnational collapses, along with the cutbreak
of the imperialist war, the First World War, Now here is Lenin, and he's saying, "This
is fantastic! My gnd, that's the day we were walting for to make our revolutions!and
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~-hare 13 ty comrade and leader and theoretician Karl Kautsky, the head of the whole
Second International -- and he has capitulated. He certainly was my leader, I believed
in him, I was a2lweye? quoting him. ALl I wanted was that we in Russia, the backward
‘Russians, should have such a great beantiful mass party as the German Social Democracy,
wouldn't it be wonderful! Now lock at it. WHAT HAS.HAPPENED??!! And I am Lenin, I can-
-not say I'm a dumb guy, and I didn't know, and they betrayed me. For heavens sakes, I
was in all the shennanigans and conferences and meetings. SCMETHING IS WRONG WITH MY

VERY METHOD OF THINKING. Sowething is wrong with everyching. And it isn t only poli-
tics, that I'm not afraid of, I know I'm not going to capitulate. And I know that the
wasses will be with me some day. But WHY did this happen, and why did 1 -- not -- SEE
ITHM .

_So now think of how crazy everybody thinks Lenin is. Everybody's running around
. Mie chickens with thelr heads cut off, What does Lenin do? He is in the library in
Switzerland, and lie makes zure, says Krupskaya, that he's always there a few minutes
“ahead of time because he doasn't want to miss a single second, and he stays there .all
night long, until closirg, for several menths. And what does he read? Hegel's Scilence
. of L anig.'?ou can iragine, everybody thought this man was really going crazy! AND WHAT
. DOES HE SAY? As soon as he reads it —- "For heavens sakes, who would have thought
' vthat bourgeols reactlonary Prussian would say this, that the dialectic moves -- gselé-
‘. -movement, self*developﬁent‘solfwa"tiwity, self-transcendence — what the heck 1s this
- "self'? How did 1t happen that I didn’t see this before? And that every single thing’
s ,haa its opposite within itself. Look at this goddamn Second Incernational. look at
the prolecarist that has z section within it, the aristocracy of labor -~ my heavens
this means that we Marxists didn't know a damn thing. We dida't even unders:and the
first chapter in Marx'a Capital, never mind all the rest. Because you can't understand
it ‘'until 'you have read the whole of the Sciance of Logic. And this Absolute =~ " Well
i 'actually he eays, We'll have to ! to throw that.-out. But on the wa} before he reaches that,
- look ac all’ the coniradictions he has seea: "Therefore, what we have to recognize ia
. 'that coggition 1s not omly the reflection of the ocbjective. situation, that's a lot of
'nousense, that's Just the first stage, cognition is the actual creation of the faw "

" Now don’t think he has left us and has gone over into that kind of idealism;
" but he hag now recognized thai theory is something very different than just seying
: the opposite of what the capitalists say. What has happened in this transformation
..into opposite, that has eopened all sorts of fields for him? If not only capitalism
became imperialiasm, but the proletariat produced aristocracy of labor; if not only
the bourgeolsie is no good, and.its ideclogy is false, but the Second International
is kowtowing, and going with them, and telling workers to shoot each cther across
" national houndaries, 1f all this has happened, what should we do, where's our-second
negativity? That's a very good word, HOW ARE WE GOING TO TRANSFORM INTO OPPOBITE THIS
"IMPERIALIST WAR INTO A CIVIL WAR??? And I have the answer now that I've returned to
Hegel.It's all in the dialectic of history; we have to gee what is happening in reality.
Okay. WHAT IS HAPPENING IN REALITY? Here the whole Second Internailonal has capitulated,
the Germen Sncial Democraey, that's gone to hell and all that. And these people who
are real revolutionaries, vho are with us, they don't recognize the totality of this
collapse, Yes. Yes they want to be with ravolutionaries. But' you have to recogniza
. the totall:y, and completely uproot it, otherwise there's no point to it. And who is
R the new force? Well by golly look at the Irish Revclucion. There'’s an imperialist war

. going on, and the Irish say, " To hell with them, what do I care about their Enpland?

. ‘It's always oppressed me!" The dialectic of history shows that small nations can be-
comz the turning point if the masses go up and do it; in other words, 1f they recog~
o nize who their real ene¢my is, So the national question, instead of just being & prin-
e ciple, (it was always a principle, with the Bolsheviks, with the Socialists suppesadly
2N too) —- now it's not just a primciple. IT'S THE BACILLI FOR THE PROLETARIAN REVOLLITON!
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In. fact, they've come ahead of them! There is no proletarian revolution, this is 191é.
~u=~hnd Lenin's still sc afraid that pothing is going to come in Russia :hat he's saving,
"Well, if not this generation, the next generation will wake it." But the natlonal
question the turning of the lmperialist war intec a civil war, the recognition of what
is happeuing in forma of organization -- yes, he's going to come bsck to the vanguard

party some day, but right now, who and what is appeariﬂg’

) Well right now, in February 1917, the Spontaneous revolution overthrowa Crarism.
This is just a couple of months after Lenin told the Swiss, 1f not this generation
the next, he's too old, it won't come ~~ THEY HAD CREATED WHAT? Soviets, A new form
of organization. "And whan they had created Soviets the first time, in 1905, we stupid
Bolrheviks and Menshewviks aad anarchists -~ all the big shots -- we were all sitting
debating wvhether this was going to be in competition with us, the vanguard party to
. lead. Well you better stov and it better be, All power to thie Soviets, 'or you'‘re nut
. going to have any revolutien!' So its the entire transformation, every single thing,
.-, whether it was the national question with its new urgency, whether it was the force
., af'both the Irish and the peasants, and the Soviet form of organization, or anything
! that was _happening, including the next stage. In other words, he writes State and
nRevolution ~= a nen-gtate form ; he suddenly see that the Paris Commune that Harx had
hailad: is the thing that would become & really new.form. "It can't just be the end
;of poverty or. the end of Czarism; we have seen all that the Social Democracy has done,"
-So you see;this is when he is éuddenly seeing that Hegel's philosophy  is great in
-methodology, and whether or not you accepc the Absolute Idea or Ablolute Knovledge
" ‘or Absoluce Mind, the’ point is that at a certain stage where you 'te trying to unite .
. the movement from theory to practice, and the movement from practica to theory. you
have to come to the recognition of how are you going to meet the movement. The masses
-I:Hwill make Lif, you have nothing to do with it in a certain sense ~- thay'll make it,
- or . At adn'c going to bé made! So now when the musses are there -- wherc are you golwg
" to be? Are you going to be able to rush snd be thers? Net to lead, but to be part of
. 1t and to gsee that this movement from theory has caught up with this ney tremendous
‘movement from practice and together you have developed womething entirely new.

Now Lenin did not know Marx's Huoanist essays. He made up e very good Humanist
. 'slogan when he sald, "the population to & man, woman, and child" -- they're going to
run it or we ain't golng to have a new society., But he didn't know about the early
essays, and he didn't know therefore also that whan Marx firsi: broke with Absolute
~ Idea, Absolute Knowledge, he had identified the fact that, here was Hegel, after the
.Logic ~~ the Encvclopaedia of the Philoscphical Sciences has three books, fogic,
Nature, Mind -- Hegel went to Nature, Marx said, "Oh this 1is inrane. Any humsn being
would tell you first wou have to have something on a material foimdarion and in nature
and people, and then the thought deveclops. But Hegel twisted everything upside down."
" Now Lenin seas the same thing, in 1914, and ne doesn’'t say, '"That was bscause Hepel
was standing on his head™, he said, "Isn't this magnlff{cent! The elements of material-
/5m ara right in Hegel. Just like the Hegelian dialectic is the gource of all dial-
ectics -~ he 1s stretching & hand to materialism by stretching it to Nature." Now
what made him interpret Nature as materialism? as srtretching a hand to 1t? The age
in which you read something, that tells you both what are the developments, but more
importantly, it tells you where you are. And Lenin saw that he learned more from the
movement of cognition and the dialectircal development of ideas in Hegel than he learned
from Karl Kautsky. Because it wasn't just a question of betrayal; it was a quescion
of the foundations -- Kautsky couldn't have done, so to speak, anythlng else by such
a vulgar interpretaticn of Marx's new continent of thought. So by pow, therefore,
ienin is seeing that the ideas are so great, that there I8 such a relatioanship be-
tween the movement from practice, the actual historic movemant which is in the back
of Hegel's head, and the ideas that come out From his head, that he says, "When he
greats Natura, that's stretching a hand to materialisa." Now unfortunately those
wonderful Philosophic Notebooks were Lenin's primate domain. He was preparing himself
for the revolution, and then when he went and made 1it, he put them down. (It's like
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«.he gaid in the P,S. to Stata and Revolution, “Pardon me, I was going to take up 1905,

. mot stop at 1871, I mean after all that's the i9th. century, but it's so much pleas-
anéer Lo make a revclution than te taik about {t, I'll have to come back to this sone

. other day.") However, every time there was a debate in Russia, whether it was zgainst
Tvotsky, or against Bukharin, or azainst them both -- a little tiny section of it .
would suddenly be published, very much sut of context, very much related to what they
wanted. .

And you know it's fantastlic. The French are supposed to be s¢ intellectually
—- above —- ! And there's a guy by the name of Lefebvre, one of the great philusonhers,
who was a Covmunist, and he translated the Philosophic Notebaoks -- I think it was in
1935 as & matter of fact (but I didn't know about thet in '35, I was busy going for
. *he C.I1.0, and the Spanlsh Revolution) -- in any case, it didn't mean anything then,
because the objective situation was such that they were facing fascism and so forth,
So the real time when it wag reproducad was '47. Now in '47 they brought me a copy of
the French translation -~ and I was so d'sgusted! His introduction was terrible, his
idea is, Hegel would be gibberish if it weren't for Mmrx and especially Lenin. So I
.sald, "Then vhy are you translating, I mean after all, if it's just gibberish, what's
- the point?" Now chis is the year, 1947, when T translated the Philasophic Notsbooks
:4nto English for the first time. (He may nct have read it uneil I had it as an Appen-
. dix to Marxism and Freedom, but that is only becausz no one recognized ms, everyone
. f'ﬂaid ‘That's only gibberish, or only footnctes, or something, they didn't want it.)
" But what was the greztness of recognizing '47 where you did see a new stage? It's
. what,you ses appearing in thé post-war world. And we wil’ go luto that in (I1I), but
*‘just before we do, I want to say this:

o

In '47 I happened to have been in France. These people are so conceited -

':hey think everyone is backuard eapecia;ly Americans, they're aven more backward

than the African Revolutions - and, you know, that's just, cne man one vote, they
had’ that in 1789, But what was happening was that people were expecting a new revolu-
.. ‘tion- <~ for heavens sakes, what are we nov going through wish another World War, and
o owe still haven't made {t? Right? And who is the new ones that are appearing? You see,
* ¥rench imperialism was coming back to Africa; as soon asz they defeated Japan and Nami
.Germany, they were coming back. And there was this tremendous Black min from the Cam-
eroons, trying to address the Soclalist Party.and .the Trotskyists and so forth in
Frarce, He said that they were so happy with the end of WWII and the Occupation --
and now they were afraid, and they were saying, '"Why in hell should we let France
back here? So let's call a little meeting, you know, and ttry and find out what we
should do."So a few people met and said, "Let's discuss what to do, how to ses that
the. French don't reestahblish themselves in the Cameroons." Now, one great thing about
Africa, it's ao hot, &nd they have no halls -- they don't care, you know? It's much
~more beautiful to meet outside. So they called a meeting and the peint is,that instead
of just a few people coming -- the whole damm population ¢omes out! -- He says, "Gee
whiz, we didn't even have membership cards, we gidn't know what to do" -- Everybody
decided it was their affalr, there was no difference. And what do you suppose the
great French intellectuals and what-not told him? "Well, it's like this: you first
have to teach them what is a trade union, and then, when they know what's a trade
union, what is a party, aad then, when they've learned what is a party, yvou'll get
to the more advanced." And I was saying, "Oh my God, here is the greatest revolution
that just happened, they're going to kill the African Revolutions before they develop."
(If you're dumb epnough tc go to France, or to Britain, or tfo America, or to any of
the imperfaliscs, that's the answer you'll get.) So that when we were translating
that same year, it wasn’t that this was gibberish -- No! We had gotrten up to the stapge
where Lenin had seen what is, in the Science of Logic -~ the dialectic of development,
the dual rhythm of revolution, the importance of feeling the cognition wot only re-
flecting the objective situation, but creating it -- and therefore, what should be
our stage now, what exactly are we golng to say is in '477?
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. III Selr Thinking Idea vs. Retrogression, Deviation and Intellectualism -~ including
- ] w . _ Mao
and
IV Praxis: Absolute ldea as New Beginning and Marx's "New Centinent of Thcughc”

In edch stage cf higtoric development, when vou look at something that really
grabs jou, that's bevause it answers what you're really concorned with. So what neither
Harx nor Lenin had tzken up -- when they sald, Tha Absolute is good for nothing, though
we've learned a lot until we got to the Abqolute ~=~ that's what we have ro consider now.

. For example, even Hegel -- now he menticned Absolute all the time. Every one of his
works ends in some Absolute, Absolute Knowledge for Phenomenology of Mind, Absolute
Idea for Science of Logie, Absolute Mind for Philosophy of Mind -- but the poiut is,
the oanly trie Absolute is Absolute Megativity!!! In other words, no matter what arises,
*it's this second negativity that you have to go through in order to get to entirely
" new retal human relationships.

S KA T o TN LA g A e A g | S T e T

Lo Let's see, therefore, what Hegel had tried to do in the last three syllogisms
=, of the Philosophy of Mind, First, there's what just appears to be a listing of the books
: in the" Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences -— {(There are three books, three’ ’
", sciencea, three philosophies. Logic, Nature, Mind.) So he puts down, Logic, Hature,
. Mind, and it appears that he's just listing the three books he wrote. But in fact, if
you knaw the dialectic, you know that the mediation, that which is in the middle, that
" which can turn both forward and backward is the center; it 1s the one out of which
“the whole will develop. because you're going to constantly have the upposites, the be-
~ginning and the end, broken up, so the fact that Nature is the.mediation is going to
...show a new movement from practice. Now, when he gtates the second syllogism, sure
) enough you now have not Logic, Nature, Mind, but Nature, Mind, Logic. Now Mind is the
medintlon. It's not the party-to-lead, it's net something else, but Mind is the media-
;‘tion. That is, you will now have philosophy turn to both thz movement from practice,
., and the movement from logic, and try, What new will ir create out of that? Well, Hegel
":. calls i+ the Self-Thinking ‘Idea. He throws out Logic altogether! If it's the SeIE~
. Thinking ldea, you don't want to go back just to categories. And it would be the Self-
"Bringing Forth of Liberty —- except in the very last .sentence, he doesn't know where
te get it, if 1t's the Self-Bringing Forth of Liberty, you'd really have to turn to
. the masses finally, you can't go on with the thought forever, without the people who
. are thinking it.

. " I was speaking to the philosophers a couple of years ago, the Hegei Society

. of America, and they started laughing cbout the fact that I had said, I'm sure you
don't find anything in common between yourself, the great elite, and the Soledad bro-
ther —- but what do you suppose started Hepel? After all, it was the breakdown of the
Bastille. That was a rezl revolution and cthat was a real breakdown of a prison, and-
peopla coming out. And you also don't think that there 1s anything in the fact that I
related 1831, and Hegel died -- and he consideread the idea of Freedom -- and so did
Nat Turner? And what about our age? Your great ideas that could only be in thought

. and God forbid that somebody should listen to Hegelians! So I said, "In his reexamin-
ation of Hegel, Professor Findlay was right when he stated Hegel's exegeses 'caa scem
arid and falsa to those whe see nothing mysterious and godlike in tlie facts of human
thought.' But isp't it equally tyue that philosophers who stand only in terror hefore
revolution net only do not 'comprehend' it, they cannot fully comprehend the revoiu-
tion in thought. And Hegel did revolutionize philoscphy. Absolute Idea as new heglnning
can become a new ' subjectivity' for realizing Hegel's principle that the "transcen-
dence of the opposition between Notfon and Reality, and the unity which is truth,
rests upon this subjectivity alone.'This is not exactly a summons to the barricades,
but Hegal is asking us %o have our ears as well as our catepories so atruned to the
'Spirit's urgency' that we rise to the challenge of working out, through 'patience,
seriousness, suffering, and labor of the negative' a totally new relationship of
philosophy to the actuality and action as befits what Hegel called a 'birthtime of
history'. This is what makes Hegel a contemporary.” Now I don't knew whether they
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i _ancepted’ me. But the point is that. 1970 happened to have been the 100th. anniversary
Y Lenin's hirth, and the 200th. of Hegel's, and so sometimes these conferences kept
Lrisa—crossing, and that's the first time the Hegel Society of America had invited a
Marxist., And the Communists are mad as hell for them considering we, instead of, you
know, tha established line-- they've got the copywright to 1it, state power is a good
© eopywright (4it's at least powerful, an army is very. powerful too.) And the Communists
say, to prove that we really have to separate the materlalism of Lenin from the ideallsm
nf Hegel, and the materislism of Marx from the idealism of Hegel, they say that those
. tWo aentences that I queted, about coguition ' not only reflecting the world but crearing
it, they say Lenin was only repeating what Hegel had said. What they don't add is that
right after Lenin quotes the sentence that Xegel had said, he purs down, "That is to
-cay, tien don't like what they see, and they are going to QVErthrow." That's a beautiful
translation, T like that translatfon. But you have to understand, it's not what you,
the lezder, are going to tell me to doj ic's what this new working out of philosophy
and revolution asz the unity will tell me.

I:'s for this reascn I wantad to leave Marx's new continent of thought for now,
that is, for the considering of Hegel's Absolute Idea as new beginning. What ig Marx's
new continent of thought? If you think it's only the fact that he found that material
roundﬂtians are the real basis of everything, and production is labor and capital —

.. you're wrong. He found a new contingnt of thought , and it didn't stop with materialism.
(1) For sxampie, in those same essaya where he breaks with Hegel and when he tries to
‘.. ghow you, what is the aew wordd, what 1is this new philosophy he's calling 2 new Human-
" {ism,.the unity of the ideal and che material, he says, Take the most important of all .
 ‘hunan relationshkips: man and woman. Supposing I let you forget the class struggle, -and
"say that labor and capital are okay, suppoaing I let you forget a lot of the things I

':‘say against capi‘al;em, and private property -- Just look at man, and woman -- and

not o stranger or an enemy, the one you love! Just Jook at the way you treat her, is
sghe really the one you love? She's subordinate,. she's second~rate, she's nothing —
now what kind of crazy , alienating, racist, sexist soclety are we living in? So he

3 brings in the relationship ‘of man and woman -- for heavens sakes, we don't get to that

“ £111 our age, and Wcmen 8 Liberation is an Idea whose time has come. When did Marx
say that? In 1844, {2) What else 1s in his diucovery° He's dgainst the dehumanization

‘jof the Idea -- why? Because he's trying to tell you that the proletariat is the cehter o
of everything, and he produces all the values and surplus values of the world. And he's . .

> made Into just an appendage to a machine ~- BUT he isn‘t just an appendage to a mach-

" ine, she isn't jusc an -appendage to a machine. The very fact that you try to make him

~ into an appendage to a machine, brings about in him, in her, such a QUEST FOR UNIVER-

" SALTTY that'nothirg is going to stop it! The proletariat is going to be Reason! Marx
has. a beautiful expression about these poor German weavers and so forth, thac they
were much superior even to the French Revolution, because even though they went and
broke up the machines and that was supposed to be vary backward, they also went and
burned up all your deeds to the machine. (3) So what else does he bring out that's
new and that isn't just material? You know, we think we know sclence, right? Compared
to what it was in Marx's day -— did he have such a beautiful thing as an A-bomb?

But what did Marx say In discovering his new continent of thought? "If you have one

method, one foundation for life, and another one for science, it is a priori a lietf!!"
You®ll just end up with this crazy machine, that's going to dominate all of the living
workers, and with this crazy science —- he calls it an abstract empiricism. It's like

-a contradiction in terms,an abstract empiricism —-- but he's right. In other words,
you can relate abuout every single technological revolutien, but Marx says, Do you
want to see how you really should relate it? Just see how many strikes you had. how
many Ecrms of the hands did they want to take off when the machine was created? And
you'll find yourself a beautiful history of technology. So you see, he had Man/Wo-
man, he had Science, he had class relations, and he had the ideal and the macerial.
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. Now, once the 1848 revolutions were defeated -- 'cause after all, that's what
we are for, we are preparing ourseives and trying to be on the right side of the barri-
cades. when the revolution comes -~ Marx is off in the British museum. And it's the qui-

) escent "50s. -(You think only our 1950g'was the beat generation? You should have seen
Marx's 1850s!) He goss into the library, thinking, I really should know more specifically .
about ail these economic laws, and discover them really precisely. He discovers. so to
epeak, everything : labor is the source not only of value, but of surplus value; he dis-
covers the coﬁﬁentration and centralization of capital -~ even if it reaches the ultimate
ia the formation of one single capitalist, nothing will change in your actual relation-
ship between man, womau, between laber and capital; he discovers nther things —— the
Orient. Now isn't it fantastic. In 1848, here he had given this magpificent Manifesto
== "A apectre is haunting Eureps, the spectre of Communism", you better watch out --
\even thougn thexe were all of twelve people in the Communist League of Germany, but
suyway he's threatening) -- and sure enough a revolution happens! Before the Manifesto

- wag off :hé press there already was a revolution. BUT so much-was Marx the Western man
(you can't ever escape fully tha damned situation in which you live), that he also used
‘an expreseion, "the Orient, vegetating in the teeth of barbarism." Yes, that's in the

’COmmunist Manifesto. And what happens in the '50s? Well, everybody is just finished,

.the cevolution 1s defeared, and there is no good, and there is going to be more crises
- who arises? The Taiping Rebellion for heavens sakes! ThatAmagniricent revolution in
china, and he 3zcys, "Laok.at them, they're making a revolution while we're doing nothing -

.they're trying to encourage us." So now, in the '50s as against the '40s, when he's
upposed- to -be completely economist, he's suddenly up with all this about how great

" the’ revolution in Lhina iz and how backward we Europeans are -- they are really upsetting'“ 5f

“Becausz if you're going to upset Britain, the greatest imperialist power -- it's going
. to be battar, so to speak, than our revolution, it's going to really upset! So he brings
in, 1n his most" economic period, all this new idea of the Orient.

L Ukﬂj- heanwhile thera is a crisis, a world economic crisis, 1857. And he had
_his ‘economic notes, so he thinks be ought to rush ahead, and he publishes the Critique

'.of Political Eccnomy. (Now we can have the Grundrisse complete.) But he ain't happy!
Why isn't he happy? He had. all the economic laws.He has discovered a new continent of
thougnt. He 4sn't happy because the Subject, the self-developing Subject , the prole-
tariat -- what came out of them that was new? What came vuc 2and was new of the women ?
"What ‘came out and was new of the Blacks? And then thrre happens John Brown. "Isn't

. that magnificent!” Marx says. "A NEW WORLD STAGE HAS STARTED!" He is so happy with
John Brown's attack on Harper's Ferry that you think he's finally going to have the
revolution in Germany! And he says, With that new stage, look what we are getting to

- gee -- America, the backwoods -~ there sure is going to be a revolution, this can't go
on, thz slavery. And what is going to occur in that? Well, he really defines the aboli-
"tionists -- white and Blatk, and women, and so forth. And he says, This is fantastic!
He goes and becomes the spukesman , (you know, he writes for both the German press and
tha Ergligh press -- and incidentally also for the New York Tribune), and he begins by
saying that a speesh of the abolitionists, especially Wendell Phillips, is more impor-
tant than all tha stupid bulletins from the Civil War and by that pettifogging lawyer
Abraham Lincoln. "One Negro regiment would do marvels for the nerves of the South."
You know, it would just completely rattle them. This idea of trying to have a Civil
War with bourgeois methods, ""The union come hell or high water", and not freeing the

. slaves, that's just fantastic. Now, great things are occurring In these '60s, they're
magnificent, just like our '60s ~-- and what else is occurring? The First International.
Marx has j@st established it, to make sure that the goddamn bourgeoisie in England
doesn't intervene on the side of the South. The bourgeoisie in England is flirting
with the idea that they can get their proletariat to be with them -~ because the prole-
tariat 1s starving, the cotton is blockaded. Whereupon the First International is est-
ablished, with Marx as the head. And the Brirish workars say, We would rather starve on
thiz side of the ocean than see the perpetuation of slavery on the other.
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ap— Now, there i{s alsc another question. Women. There isn't a single Women's Move-
oent that Marx 18 not in. And he's very proud of the First Internsational he's estab-
1ishing, because not only is he for women's freedom, as in women's equality and all that,
but the wcmen have to be the leadership as well; in other words, they're the only ones
An the 19th. century who had a woman, Mme. Law, as part of the Main Committee. But
more important even than that is the fact that there’s a certain woman, Russian born,
who is esuaping from Czavism -- (we're always escaping from something, if it isa't
Czarism, it'a Stalinism) -- und wanting, looking for a new way to revolution. She's a .
- young woman, Elizabeth Dmitrieff. And she goes to Switzerland, because everybedy is
going to Switzerland, all the Russian revelutionaries are there, the Polish revolution-
aries, everybody is going to the free country. Yet where is there a real revolution
occurring? So the revolutionaries say to her, There is a man in England, go over and
apeak to him, le seems to be an internationalist, So she comes and Marx says, ""Well,
‘we don't have.a section in Trance. Now you know something 1s going to be happeniug
with this Franco-Prussian War, why don't you go and establish a section of the First
Internationsl in France?" Aud she barely gets there, and there is the greatest revolu-
_tion, the first workers' state, the Paris Commune. And what thnse women did! You
should all read The Women Incendiaries by Edith Thowas, who 18 a woman of this genera-
“tdon, in other words, of the Resistance, and the Resistance women were now finally dis~
covering the woumen incendiaries. So we have not just Man/Woman as a prineciple -as in
1844 but by 1371, the actual builders and creators of the revolution, and the Reason.

: Dkay. Now he 8 ready to rewrite Critique of Political Economv. And 1t 8 ot
just economi;s, {even though iz's the most beautifully developed, to this day we don't
‘have anything compared with it.) But, this thing that the American slaves did, in oth-
‘er words, the Civil War and the ending of slavery -~ this has produced the flrst nat-
ionsl labor union. We never had a national union before. And the gight for the short- .’
- ening; of the ‘working day:: eighty full pages in Capital goes into the shortening of the
o wn:king day. Marx says, "Labor in the white skin cannot be free.as aloug as labor in the
. Black skin is branded." -- Now people think that's rhetoric, but thai's ridiculous! ™
it was the most precise expressicn of exactly what was happening not only in the
,creation of the first national labor union, following the war, and the struggle for
the 8-hour. day —-'but the fact that he, as head of the International, was trylng to
aiay something that would be new in this struggle, right? Whereupon the Baltimore wor-~
- kers in 1866 are saying, "We will fight for the 8-hour day till capitalism is complete-
ly destroyed." Isn't that fantastic?! And Marx when he writes that down, he says,
"Well, they did it so great, there's no point in my mentioning that, all I can tell”
you is that such concreteness in the struggle for freedom, such concreteness when
.they ask even the guestion, “"When does my day start and when does it end?' is greater
than all the damn manifestos of the American Revolution and the Declaration of the
Rights of Man in the French Ravolution. "

Now what else does he do in Capital that he didan't do in Critique of Political
Economy, and that comes with this new Subject, this new self-developing Subject? This
new stage of cognition that isn't only going to be a revolt, but Reason? Well, all
the time he kept asking the question, Why in heck are we so enamoured with and capit-
-ulating to this question of commodities? What has made it a fetish? Here I've just ex-—

- plained to you all the laws, that the appearance of equality in the market is a lot
of nonsense, at the polint of production you're exploited, you do exactly what the boss
tells you, and you get exactly the pay, and no nonsense: gso it isn't equality of the
market, it is explcitatjon at the point of production. It's ridiculous to say a com-
modity hzs use value and exchange value, as if that was the commodity's natural char-
acteristic. Its "narural' characteristics are due to the fact of the dualiry of labor.
-~ You're concrele labor, and you preoduce something useful, right? But you're an
abstraztion, though there i3 mo such animal as an abstraction. So how did you become
abstract? Why are sc many hours of labor so much value and surplus value? The damn
factory clock has pounded you in! you have to produce this socially necessary labor

time. But why do we who have discovered all this, and told you about your exploitaciony,
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..and you believe it, why do we still go on and accept commodities? Why don't we say,

Well, wait a minute, my labor power, this abilltv to lahor -- you can't take my hand
@way =-- or you can take it away, but it ain't going to produce anything for you -- so.
you can't separate the labor power from the labor as activietv. What is this? And the
Faris, Communards say, Well, like this: Let's meet every day, let's decide what I will
ray, nﬁat I will do, why I will do it, when I will do it -~ So Murx ends up with the

' fact, vriting about tha Paris Commune, "The greatest achievement of the Paria Commune
was" -- four little words —- "its own working existence." Now its own working exis-

" tence was by freely ~-- freely -- associated labor. So now Marx comes back to Capital,
- he had just published it, now he's ready for a second edition -~ AND HE SAYS: The form:
_the fetishiswm is all from the very form, the wvery idea that a person  can appear as a

thing. Okay. The Paris Commune has showm him that.

Now why ts it that when we come to our 2ge -- whether it's che '30s,.the '40s,
vnor the two decades that we're interested in -- the three things that always come back
-, to haunt us, to, ‘be for 1it, or to be azpainst it (and the minute you're a deviationfst
you're against 1) (D negation of the negation, everybody's ready to say that's &

:lot” of nongense; (2) fetishism of commodities, and (3) freely associated labor. Okay.
-"Lec 8 go through and gee.

In 1955 they suddenly in Rupsia built up a terrific struggle against. the
eHumanist essayn. "Marx wasn't really yet a'Marxist, and he was still a Hegel;an" ‘and
a lot ‘of nonsense -~ "You have to geparate the materialism from the idealism", and so

:'.o*th. ‘So thizse things are attacked. And everyhody laughs, right? That is, the bour~
. gecis intellectuals are lasughing, saying, They're splitting hairs, like how many. angels
. can. dance on the’ pPoint of a needle . or some nonsense. like that,that’s the way Comnmunists
or’ Harxists always are,. Aod ‘I say, No! Russia, one-fifth of the world, isn't going to
"y argue about such a thing, it must mean something -- negation of the negation neans
. revolutien! You~ may think it's a lot of nounserse, but every revolutionary knows. that
7 coapitalism destroyed feudalism and soclalism destroys capitalism -- the negation of
- the negation is revolution. So if they suddenly decide to argue against the 1844 essays,
it means that some revolution {s somewhere -- we don't know where -— but it’s going
- to break out. It means that rhe East German revolution in '53, the first revolution
from under Kussian totalltarianism,that one was destroyed by the mightier power of
Russia, BUT znow something will appear. And tle next year we have the Hungarian Revolu-
tion. And sure enough, those Hungariang, their new stage of cognition is: "What are
"we Xeeping those 1844 essays in the archives for? That's exactly what we should have,
right here. Didn't we all become Communists because we thought it was going to ba a
new human society? LooL at this damn society!"™ So the question becnmes very real and

concrete.

: Now, on this question of commodities. Let's take all the so-called mew philoso-
phies. or intellectuals in that same periecd, and see what happened there. There is
Bartre. They werz all interested in the Phenomenclozy , the Unhappy Conscicusness --
Sartre's geing to make it more than unhappy —- “Heing and Nothingness". And he says
that what is wrong with Marxism is that it's forgotten all about the human individual

. personal freedom. He's going to bring in the human personal freedom -- He practically
" repeats what the Stoies said! You know, "I'm a philosopher even under fascism" -- but
the personazl freedom could mean what under the Occupation? whether you were a Jew or

otherwise. So that the expression of the Existentialism was in order to reestablish
some previcus category of freedom -~ the individual freedom -~ disregarding the social,
And Sartre wanted to be a revolutionary -- he wasn't but he wanted to be, he certainly
was 1in the Resistance and so forth ~- ard he was very interested in Black, right? At
least he helped the Black writers --(but I'l1l read you what Fanon says.) And yet
Sartre says that that was an a-hlstorical atoge. Now what kind of nonsense is that?
You mean when you den't have an encyclopedia written by you, the people have not had
their roots, or their own history, in the development? How can you say that? Well, if
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., you 're an abstract philosopher you can say that. Now you know Fanon was an Existential-
tﬁt‘of gorts —— he certainly thought a great desl ahout Sartre, and some.of tha others.
~But then be gets very shocked at the ideas in Black Orpheus when he vreads what Sartre
saye both on the a-history and on the question that Black is just a passing woment,

- (How you can say 3lack 15 a passing moment, how you can escape the gkin, I don't know,
but in his Abstract sense it is that.) Here's Frantz Fanon: “Sartre was reminding me
that my Blackness was only a minor term. In all truth, 4n all truth I tell you, my
shouldere slipped cut of the framework of the world, my feet could mno longer feel the
touch of the ground.' And then he turne and says, It's not only the imperialists that
we have to tuil to go to hell, but something is wrung with the white man. So it's a
‘certain recognition of the Particular -— even though its the middle term, and if it

" becoues a fetish, a fixed particular like nationalized property or any other fixed
"particular, it's wrong -- but the Particular that is your human development, or your
_racial development, or your class development, that is the very rcad to total freedom.
“"And if we're going to do away with this European mimicry, they always speak about the
freedom of man, but always kill him (especially if he's tha wrong color), that's sud-
denly the opposite of manhond and womanhood and what not" -- Fanon has brought in a
very different understanding of the word Particular, not only as mediarion and the in-
becveen form, but as tha wvay to freedom.

1

: ‘Now. You rake a man like Lukacs. He was not an outsider lcoking in like Sartre,
“he was a Marxist —- and he suddenly thinks that this fetishism of commodities should
“roally be applied to "fetishism of thought". Marx had always said that,so far as the _
boutgeoisle is ‘concexned, they're such slaves of the period in which th9j live (though -
they may think they're masters, they have all the power), that even when they discover .~

" gomething as new za, labor is the sovrce of all value, they're still bound to the fet-

; ishism.of Zommoditics, they can't get rid of their historic framework. But he, Lukacs,

.-wants to develop fetishism into thought. And theh Aderno, Negative Dialectica, that

" was® “the height of ‘the height of the height of something, the main philosophic legacy -

of: the whole Frankfuvt School (in other words, philosophbers in Germany who were both

Harxists end not going with Russia, were trjing to be independent). And in fact, it
. turned out that they broke from Marx and frow Hegel because instead of having it the

dialeﬁtic of negativicy, in other words, this development through contradiction and

double negation -~ they have negative dialectics. And he says that he wants to free

the dialectie of its positivistic nature (because, you know, two negatives make a

positive). So that's wxactly it. In other words, we're not going to have human power

as its own end,we're going to have some damn new thought, In each case, they wrote on
some devicus path, as intellectuals who were not related to an actual mass movement,

Okay. You would think therefore that Mac would be completely different. He
was a revolutionary, he was the Orient, and he did make the greatest revolution aris-
ing out »f WWIT. (Naturally it wasn't as great as the Russian Revolution of 1917, but
it certainly was the greatest arising out of WWII.) What happened that he likewise
gets 80 transformed inte this fixed particular, now China's the great thing and
Russia'’s the no good thing, and suddenly you are going to have Russia as Enemy No.l,
U.S. imperialism way be a great awful power and we have to destroy 1it, but of all the
two superpowers, Russia is the worse. How do you come to that position? In ideology,
in cognition, and in form of revolt. Okay. Look at Mac as he develops as a revolution-
ary and at which points he makes a deviation from Marx. In 1937 he made his first and
supposedly his greatest contribution to philosophy, "On Contradiction”, but instead
of developing it either as logic as in Hegel, or as the class struggle as in Marx,
he makes the question of superstructure so enter the situation, that even though in
the final analysis you would have the class struggle decide, in between the primary
can become secondary, the secondary can become primary, anything so long as Mao's
Thought will control the direction. But let's forget '37 for the time being, because
that's before he got power, and technically, histerically, we knew that the reason
he did that was that he wanted to reunite with Chiang Kai-shek during the Japanese
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“invesdon; so that vhen he sent Chou En-1si to save Chiang Kai-shek from his own
tT8tps who had arrested him, it was for that pu:ﬁase, "Let's be toguther for the
fipght against the Japanese invasion and then we'll see." But now, he has made the rev-
olutior, in '49, he has created an entirely néw society. Everybody is thrilled with
the idea that after all this horrible imperialism and comprader bourgeoisie, we got -
£id of iy, we have a new society. So -— what happens, when you finally have your free-
dom, have your power ~= you have to develop Somewheve, right? New are you going to have
the masscs as the ones that would really be the Subject and tell you,or are you going
to heve once agnin gome vanguard party?

. Dkay. Lec us 'see what is diffurent in Mao from other Marxists. For example,
the greastest ENfng that got it a name was the peasantry; in other words, he defznitely
“belleves in the revolutlonary n nature of thgﬁpeggﬁntrg He s going to say the prole-
fﬁ?iat 18 the most revolutionary, ‘cause that's What you're supposed to say, but he's
golng to work with the peasantry; thera's a very small proletariat in China, in addicion
" to which the originel Communist Farty was destroved by Chiang Kai-shek, and in any case,
‘he's moving ia with this great peasant army. So now._yun-have & poet who hates the
administrative mentality, and is 2 lover of the peasantry -- and who igﬂfbing"fo tre-
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‘an
ver. in, addition to being a poet ‘who hates the administrative méntality, Che second
~thing 1g that Mio is at th Lhe came time a soldier, and he gso propagates, "Power comes
out ‘of the baFFel | of a un'’,EHaE T nobo&y pays attention to the second part of the sen-
tence,even himself —— and_gglitics ‘controls Ehe. the gun.y And, third, in addition to be~ .
ing' a goe .y and’a sold;er, he's a Cenfucian, a product of Chinese mentality and philos-
ophy, who had Gonsidered that d1alectics -= the unity of opposites, the struggle of
oppnsites, the contradiciton of opposites, the destruzticn of opposites -- was,like,

'they used to say,LyI . yang, in ‘other- words, opposites hompleme t each ther, man
and wife and so forth. However, even thougH M3o was raised with this, he @ccepts
Hhrxian dialectica, so that mcans he's definitely 30113 to be for the class struggle
—-— right° But, there's a divislon, as to when you'll be for the class struggle, and

hen. you will give a greater role for the sguperstructure, the ideology.
ie -|-Now, in eddition to that fact, you now come to the fourth characteristic, thar
'} 15. that even though he's an admirer of the peasantry, he” suddenly is so overvhelmed

“with the badkwardness of China, he has_to_ catch.up, he's inte the Great Leap Forward,

" and he disregards all that Russia “tells him about, You can't skip so many stages, and
stuff like that. The big transition point comes in{ '57] at the World Congress of the
Communist Parties in Rnssia. Now, what happened objsctively, in the world, to make
Mao forget, so to speak, all that he has learned and all that he has achieved, and
regress? Two things. First there is the Sputnik. Now it's always written up that Mao,
being the greater rev>luticnary, told Krushchev that now he can challenge American
imperislism right off the bat,but Krushchev told him, "You've got another few thinks
coming, we're not ready for that yet." But the point is that there's a recognition

- that technology is not just being an industrialized ccuntry, but something has happened
with the Sputnik, the technology «~~ signs of going backward. And Mao ig ready to go
to the end: what Lf the worst thing of all happened? Nuclear war. "Well, for heavens

"sakeu, we Chinese are so backward, it's going to help us, with all our masses, if you
destroy half r“:Ywmanity we will be the half that still lives." He presents that to
poer Nehru, and Nehru's hair just about stands on end, how can you talk about something,
even if there would be nuclear war, somebody would still live tc tell the tale.

The second thing chat happens at that World Congress, in relation to the Sput-
nik, is that the Hungarian Revolution has been put down by Krushchev and Mao -- Mao had
told him te go in, and ucged him on ahead. Why? Well, this is the first revqlution from

-~ the Left -- these people don't want to go back to capitalism, or feudalism or anytliing,
they're bringing vut the Humanism of Marx on to the historic stage. "Now how in the hell
can somebody from the Left arise that's left of me, Mao Tse-tung? Well, I think the
Russians have made a lot of mistakes, and T haven't so I'll create 'Let a hundred
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flovers bloom, let a hundred achools of thaugh: uontend'" == but he found, that when

““He ralses that slog an. there i= so wmuch contention, there iq g0 much people saying,
"We're, very happy we 're free, we've very happy with you, we're very happy withk the
revolurion, but for heavens sakes, how can six people ~-- you and Chcu En~lai and Liu,
Shao-ch'i end Cheu-Teng and Teng--tell 600 million pecple what to duo? GET OFF OUR BACKS!™,
How when that happens, this co1tradicton thet he has now brought in, "How to Handle
‘Contradictions Among the People", becomes semsthing very differenc. Because having
fotind 1000 polsonous weeds.lnsteau ur 1C0 flowers, they've got to be removed. So the
pull of the world market, of the new stage of state-~capitalism, the imperilalist devel-
_opment ~- his being for the Third World and wanting to be that representative -~ is,
g0 te speak, going to be nothing if they have the Sputnik and we have nothing; there
has to be comneticion. “So that is the stage when he actually accepts state-capitalism
a§ the next. stage of hLoman development -- then wa'll live to see that we still go on
Lo Pommunisu. or whatever Mao Tse-tung Thought is.

L " Row it 18 fantastic that the areatest of all the revolutions — it's supposed
' to he the groatest, the Great Froletarian Cultural. Revelution —- was actually subor-
. dluate to this wew stage he had reached, in '57, with the acceptance of state-capitalism.
.. 8o rhat when f£inally we have the Great Proletarian Cultural Revoluticn, and he is not
-the beseiged fortreas like he zlways claimed he was, because LBJ.decided to rzain the
. boubs -c5 Vietnam, not on Ching -~ ma}be it's a way to China, but the point is they're
raining on Vietnam -~ and everybody's saying, "For heavens sakes, let's be with che )
Vieétnamese, this horrible imperislism 18 raining the tombs on Vietpam" -- and Man gays’
ingis going to disturb his Cultural Revolution. He has to get rid of those in the.
le dership and-supposedly.the bureaucrecy. and so forth, that we'll first know, thac
Enemv No. 1 is Rissia. So now Mao —.and the Wan Sui, "Long 1lve Mac Tse-tung, Long
live Mao Thought', -From. the .Caltural Revulution -~ revealed that whereas ss late as
'59 ‘he was. saying, "T.e greatest thing is the dialectics of liberativn, and the nega-
ion-of the negation, ‘it proves that we will have to have eontinuous revolutiuqs,and
‘we will have to hava thig until we have the new man" and so.forth, he now says, (now
‘being- 1367) that there 13 no negation of the negation. And he says that Stalin was
¢ abgolutely right on one thing, thére is no fetishism of commoditles when it comes to
- se-called sozdialisc’ gocleries; they're nor commodities, their lakor and so forth is
‘0o longer private property, 3o supposedly they're all together. In other words, you
always. retuzn ts such basics, in philosophy, in the very stage of cognition, that
somehow or another, no matter where you are, in which part of the word, and when it
“ 48, 4t turns out to be that the negation of the negation, the fetishism of commodities,
" freely associated labor -- they are the cnes that are constantly being chipped away -
at. and deviated from. 80- long as you don't want to have the whole. s

Now. I quoted Frantz Fanon in relation both to Sartre and the Existentialists,
and what he was presenting: My Blackness is my revolutionary thing, but we will cre-
ate a new Humanism for everyone. Now I want to read you one quotation from the same
type of rejection of Sartre and his lowering of freedon to individual Freedom, from
an £ast Europcan -- 'cause it's just fantastic, all through my period in Africa, I
‘was findirg that theve were so many parallels to what was happening in East Europe
~- believe me, I felt very much at home. (They also felt very much at home with me,
after all, I was only ten miles away from Juffure, and we all recognized the same
roots,) This man is Milan Prucha, and he is trying to say why they were so anxious
for froedom, and yat they didn't go in for Existentialism, or think that was the new
fraedom: “The oxtreme sharpening between being and cousciocusness in Sartre's phil-
osophy results in the disappearance of contradictions between man and the world,be-
cause their mutual alienation becomes so absolute that subjective choices are detached
from the material conditfons within which they are possible. Existential philosophy,
which meant to express the tragedy of man's situation, becomes a superficlal optimism

15056




~20-

through its idealiswm.” In other words, we have to have the kind of ideallsm which
wodks Feal, in the sense that it's the completve identification with the aspirations of
. the masses snd the materizl foundations for uprooting (and not just finding your
"Roots") the whole soclety.

In this material foundation, that's where you discover the: global aspect= -
(and I cannot after all go into the glohal crisis, bacause we would be here till to-
,mnrrou!) -~ and what you have to present, 23 the new for the specific stage, 15 that
if ve're going %o begin with the Absolite Idea as 2 new bepinning, you have to begin
always on the totaiity of what faces vou, so that the question of upreoting means that
you will open a new bauner not only for the destruction and not only for the day after
-the revolution, but thz2 day of the revolution. You have every right to ask the questions
© the day before the revolutrion, and say that we have seen not only ahorted revclucions,
,near-revalutions, unosuccese ful revolutions -- but also the transformation into opposite,
" vhether it'y Ruasia as the workers' state into a state-capitalist society, ar the new
global ‘veach for power on the part of even narrow nationalism. And this question
of the Rew continent of thought, of the new beglunings now, means that whether it's
Women's Liberation, or the Black questlon, or the youth, or labor -- thatr which is
‘eady to uproot the . capitalists, and the bureaucracy--those new four forces of revolu~
nve eingled out for this beginning must have all of their questions not
onlyrauswerec, but. the point 1s that theéy can answer them. That is the whole question.:
Yo 'bring in something new to your age when you specify. and see, what has come from
movement: feom practic_‘)In a"certaid sense; -you-' could-say that"the div;sioﬁ“be-"}
ntwﬂen”l 53~5€T~tn other words, the. ‘beginning of .cur two dacades, for our today, and .
the . eud. 1974=76, could be sunmed up in the division between my discovery. in the same t‘
"period '53,Vof a mnvement fron practice -- that Ls,.the Absoclute Idea is not something.
‘1dn henven, but it fs actua’lw a unity of theory to this movemant from practice thet's
- Mtaelf 4 form of theory. the breakdown of the Absolute into a new unification -- and
3’733'16. when 1t's not just the movement frow practice, but the e unity of the mevement
H practire and theory to 4u entirely new  form of relationship. i

< So I want to end ‘aith what 1 think is our task, and if you will permit me I -

'will quote from Philosophy aad Revolution: "Humanity has evidently reached the end
of something when the richest and most powerful military might on earth shouts to

" the heavens, not about the wonders of its production, affluence, or nuclear gigantism,
but about the *strange spirit of malaise throughout the land.' This 1s not all due

to *spirit'. It has very deep economie roots: whether cne locks at the unemployment,
or any of the other problems." -- And what we have to do is to free ourselves from
what William Blake, in the first revolution, a3 a poet, has said, 'The mind forged
manacles', those fetishism of commodities we ourselves put on top. -— "And the new
that characterizes our era, the 'energizing principle' that has determined the direc-
tion of the two decades of the movement from practice, simultaneously rejects false
conaeiousness and aborted revolutions. Ours is the age that can meet the challenge

. of the times when we work out s5 new & relationship of theory to practice khat the

. proof of the unity is in the Subject's own self-development. Philosophy and revolution
wiil first then liberate the innate talents of men and women who will become whole.
Whether or not we recognize that this is the task histoev has "assigned' to our epoch,
it is a task that remains to be done."”

And I hope we begin dodng it right here and now.




gxcerpts'from-tha Digscusgion:

N e

on Lhe question of Kaﬁt. in relatiouship to Trotsky and Luxemburg. Now,
Hcgpl shows that Kant understood ideas, and understood experience, and was against
the British empiricists and wanted to rezstablish that ever though you need science,
still ideas are a force 1in themselves. 3ut instead of. jasming them up together, ideas
and oxperilence, instead of uniting them, Kant left them separats. So Hegel says, I
" don't understand how you can gay, this is important; and chis is important, and not
jam them up together.

Now, how dues it tappen, that here are great revolutionaries like Trotsky and
Luxcmburg, and they, so to sprak, stop dead at the relationship of the Universal to
‘the Particular, and theory to practice -- and from very opposite points of view. For
example, Trotsky understood that you need a world revolutinn, you couldn't have sucs
talisp in oue. country -— vow that sounds like he would be opposed to Stalin, and he

'ce:tainly fuughc him, yet he refused teo acknowledge that fhera was a transformation
daty ﬁppnqite, from the workers® state, and therafore fought it only as a hureaucrdcy,
if you. didn’t hive sueh ar awful person like Stalin It would be better. But Trotsky
never rajeed the.bauner of uprooting the svcicty, to really have a new ravelution. Now,
Luxemburg, on the other hand was great on the question of recognizing the greatness of -
spontaneity. Let me read something to you, relating to the 1919 revolution RL.1s leading
in: Germany; .she is. arguing againat the German Soclal Democracy ~- not only those that
butrayed. ‘but- elso those that say that Russia is backward, and therefore you-can 't de
: theze, you have Lo follou the great technologically advanced countries, She 'says:

‘the :elwitent ‘of spnntuneity plays such a prominent role in mass strikes in Russia, not
bncauae ‘the ‘Russain pv roletariat is 'unschooled', bLut ‘because ‘revolutlons ellow no one
ta .play thefachoolmaster." Now ‘that 1is very very beauvtifull and you would think that -
therefore she would make it'-- and I°m not now talking about the fact that maybe ghe

: WDuld have, barause the crunterureVOlution had bashed her head {n and threw her. body
1uto the Landwzshr Canal -- what' I'a talking about is what flows Erom the thought,which
concerns, whut should she do. She's absolutely right! It's not the backwardness, but.

_ the‘advanced stage of ‘the proletariat, to do it, and they're not going to let you be

N dchoolnaster —- but what 1s yoyr contribution as a theoretician? Here RL was so much in
- advance of the times, in advance of the othars; including Lenin, on the question of the

“German Social Democracy -- she broke with Karl Kautsky four years before Lenin- broke
- in 1910, not 1914; che broke with the whole concept of imperialism -- that is, the

" 1dea they were following, you know, you just say it's bad, bput -- this was when Ger-
many first started on the imperial question -- Rosa Luxemburg was just magnificent
;on the Morocean ctisis!-And yet when it came to a full and total theery, she was so
concerned with fighting Marx on the accumulation of caplital, saying that he didn't for-
see this stage, that it ended up by her denying what she called the rococco style of

the nature of the dialectic in the fetishism of commodities,

L=

. So what 1'm trying to do now 1is not really answer this question, but to pose
the question, bacause it's the first time that I myself have related so many differant
opposite ways that nevertheless can be explained in the manner of the divisinn and sep-
aration between Hegel and Kant —-- I really want this developed. ‘

& * &

News & Letters was established precisely hecause we not only want to talk so
that everyone can underscand, but also because we want to vecord what you say. that is,
wnat every worker says, in a strike, in his or her thought, in any way -— emactly as
that person says it, we don't edit anything -- and we're going to ask you a lot of -
questions you didn't even ask yourself! And yet at the sume time we want to say what we
want to say. NAGL was establilshed as the voice of the workers, and to be at the same
time the unity of worker and intellectual. Qur editor is a Black preduction worker;

I'm the chairperson of the Editorial Board, yet I only have one column.What we are
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- trylng to work out is dIfffcult, that is, theoretic preparatinn for revolution, and _
"HETng a philovnphic actien gtoup Tha point ias Lo see that the break is also the con-
rinuity of history, you can't stop it.

. - But now looking at the actual movement from practﬁce ~~ actual class struggle
activitins, actual Women's Liberation, or Black, or youth, activities ~- that in itself

i3 a form of rheory. So what comes out of that? Wheun vou say, "Te hell with you!",
meaning your boss, You are acfually not only saying, Te hell with this job, and golng
out on strike, you are questioning the system. So for this rzason we refuss to have a
‘ geparate theoretical paper, just for the intellectuals —— tchat way they'll learn nothing
from the prnletariat +-~ but we always have the unity of both. And right now we're in-
velved in writing a pamphilet on the relationship of Frantz Fanon to American Black
thought. We didn't make it in the '60s, and the point is to realize tkat activity has
te be united with theory, because acclvity without theory is just as one-sided as the
ather way around. And yes, T do think all these wildeats have been magnificent, I do
believe ihat rhey era a ndj to revolution, all I want is that what they do and uhat
-3 do ahculd be united.

N, T 3] Bl N (AT kit s i IAES B iy Sk bt e i e,

Nows do I believe in organization? Of course! But, I'm opposed to the vanguard
party to ledd, I'm opposed to anybedy saying, You've got to do what I tell you to do.
I'm’ for the organfzation that comes naturally. Tha reason that we call, ourselves
& Letters. Cormittees is that we want a committee form of funetioning. What is the
_fo:m?wwbll. ‘£irst, during the period the American colonies were fignting for
" few people were writing to a few other people, saying, "Gee, I don't like
11, and what' a¥e you dozng .+. 7" In other words, they organized Committees of
pndance and chese Coimittees of" Correspondance, that everybody thought weren't
hing, “just a nuisance =- . they: turned out to be the eugines of revolution, How .did
cone. about? First, Juat by letting your 1deas deve]op, froum those ;deas of what

wha—'waa *he zelatiouqhip between an idea and the deed, and what was the relationship
betwnen .that. particular deed-you had decided on, in relationship to what was happening
an'where else in che world .... So you see, every deed has a consequence -- whether
.. the: conauﬂuence develops inte an outright revelution, or only develops in clarifying
" your m;nd, you see’ the dialectic of development by opposing that which is .... Now,
tha Abclitionist Movement. In deciding to fight against that which is, the slavery,
”they'eqtablished an entirely new way of human relations. This is in a slave suclety,
‘dn a’gociety where women have no vote and are thought even less than slaves -- women
and men meet, Blacks and whites meet, there's the decision that they will do it out-
gide th2 confines eithec of the Constirution, or of any cther established form ...,
So we have in the Abolitionisc Movement: a new concept of organization, the committee
form; also a new concept of intellectual, that which develops himself most when he or
she 1a the expression of the social forces of history; and new human relationships ....

Now jump over to Russia, the five days in February 1917. The women are celeb~
rating International Women's Day, and they say, Why in the heck are we staying in the
hall, instead of creating something? Why should we go back to that horrible factory,
we should stay out. And.the Bolsheviks, the Mensheviks, the anarchists, say, You women
are durb! The might of the Czar -- you'll be mowed down! But the women go to the Ffac-
tory, but they don't go in. There are 20,000. And they address a letter to the men,
the metal workers' union, saying, On the third day we are going to march on the Palace.
We hope you will join us .... And they are walking, and they are now 50,000. And as

- they are walking, everybody from the prostitutes to the housewives say, pon't we suffer
from the war? Don't we have anything to say about it? Now that gets to be 90,000. And
by the fourth day there are 200,000. You see how each action has brought on scmething
else. And by the fifth day, you don'‘t have a Czar. Please tell me, Who was the vanguard?
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The Bolsheviks snd the Mensheviks and the anarchists and all the big intellectuals
'“.n&who sald, You'll de mowed down? Or’ those who said, We ran’t stand it any longer, this
war has to end! .... What I mean by the movement from practice that is itself a form
of theory 13 t that you meanwhile invented all sorts of new ways -~ women's organi:zations,
Soviets -— Soviets of soldiezs, Soviets of workers, Sovicts of peasants -=- and everybody
has somerhing to say. The dialectlc that comes out af those activities would lead to
‘the sccond stage where you say, Well now what is the relationship of vhat we're Joing
here, in Russla, .to the world as a whole -~ or here in Russla not just to the fact that:
" we overthrew Czarisc, but tow what are we going to accept? Just a parliamentary govern-
went? and so forth. - :

S0 that what we always have to see is that when something has happened, what
have been the results of it and what part did it play that you did have a reorganiza-
"tion of phllonophy of revolution and a new relatlonship of theory to practice, as well
as spontaneity to orgenizatinn -- as well as different kinde of organization.... You
can’t have a few people deciding For evervbody! Even if they were all geniuses and the

.. greatcest :evolutionaries on earth! You've got to have all these new forms of organiza-

“ . tien — you can't be scarnd! Now Marx for example -- he had no thecry of the party,

.~ but he rertainly was for organization’ At first he bad the Communist League; .then he
changed .t the Workingman's Association; then he changed 1: to the lnternatiJnal -
‘whatever .was in that peried. The most important thing in the 1860s wasn't the Communist
_League ¥hat.waa important was the idea that there was the Civil War in the U.$., and’

f-in“ruiand there were struggles against Russian Czarism, and so you had to have an in-
rnatio1a1 form, where one proletarian wouldn't be in the way of the other proletariat,
‘and would . 'show its solidarity. So the form of organization ig a relationship between
the spontazeity,’ and that which continues throughout the yenrs -~ &nd like Marx and ..
ngels Bald; We don't nare Jf thers's only two of us, we're going to keep this up,’ be-,
rauge Lhia i the right form. &nd it has to be a form which is constantly open; one of
tha ‘greatest. things about the Paris Commune was that you could recall whenever ynu

-elected within 30 daz H ceen.

ST L And ‘the question of the committee form of functioning, the dﬂcentralized form,
es. the form that turned out for our age. What was the very first thing the Hungarian
Ravelution did after they broke down the statue of Stalin? Thay said, I'm so sick and

. 'tired of the sentralized party-to-lead and the trade union-to-lead —- decentralization
" was’ their bisgest request. So the committee form as against the centralized trade union,
. the vanguardist party, was the way that was re-established in the Hungarian Revolutien.
.. And here, when the &Nlacks flrst started the Black Revoluticn in our period, the same
-_ching happened in the Hont”omery Bus Boveott .... .

: And I'm a big believer in multiple organizations. You have to be aL the point
) of produ tion, you have to be in the interracial struggles, vou have to be in the
~Women's Liberation - everywhere that a movement arises that is really going to shake
up thiz damn system, you have to be in it, and active in it, And at the same time, you
have to be theoretically developling, to see what comes from within that movement....

'

The activity of ideas is in what you think of Freedom, what you do for Free-
dom, and what develops out of that ithing that you started, that simple little thing —-
-I don't iilte what_fs, we'll have to change what i® -~ and that development is the :

falectic ....

The pages of NGL are open to everybody. The meetings nf N&L are open to evervhody.
And at this particular momenf we're involved in wiiting a pamph;e: on Frantz Fanon and
Amgrican Black Thought. Come and join with us -- by "join" 1 don't mean joining for mem-
bership. though I won't refuse you -= I mean join in the actual crcation of a new stage

of ccgnition. . .
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